Freeman (1985) characterize a type of input beneficial to language learners, especially beginners and/or children.
The L2 input in communicative situations is simplified or in some way "reduced" in terms of rate of speech, vocabulary, syntax, discourse, speech setting and others (as cited in Lee & VanPatten, 1995) . In addition, Long (1983, as cited in Ellis, 1993, p.55) 
Although researchers hold different perspectives on [SLA] and may use different frameworks with which they investigate factors affecting [SLA], all concur in that meaning-bearing input is essential to [SLA]. What this means is that learners must be exposed to samples of language (and in great amounts) that are used to communicate information…. Without meaningbearing input learners cannot build a mental representation of the grammar that must eventually underlie their use of language (p. 5).
It must be understood, however, that not all input becomes intake, a term first coined by Corder (1967) . Learners do not take in all available data of the language bath. Hence, one major psycholinguistic inquiry that interests researchers is what the learners perceive in the input for prospective cognitive processing. How that takes place is equally yet another (Sharwood Smith, 1993 (VanPatten, 2002, p. 761 ).
To put it simply, intake is that language which, according to Slobin (1979, as cited in Shook, 1994) , is "extracted" or "segmented" (p. 58) or, what Tomlin and Villa (1994) refer to as, "detected" (p. 192) by the learners.
More interestingly, an increasing body of SLA research demonstrates that intake is made possible most likely when attention is given to input (e.g., Alanen, 1995; Leow, 1997 Leow, , 1998a Leow, , 1998b Long 1991; Schmidt, 1990 Schmidt, , 1993 Schmidt, , 1994 Schmidt, , 1995 Schmidt, , 2001 ; Tomlin & Villa, 1994; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993a , 1993b White, 1998; Wong, 2001 ). Schmidt (2001) , for example, claims that "attended learning [which begins
with noticing] is far superior, and for all practical purposes, attention is necessary for all aspects of L2 learning" (p. 3).
Moreover, there is a general consensus that the attention to input establishes the internalization of language (e.g., key questions that language teaching specialists have pursued for more than 30 years now: "How can we teach grammar in a way that is compatible with how learners acquire grammar" (p. 1). More engagingly, Ellis (1997) aptly articulates what language teachers have long wanted to discover: " [W] hat kind of grammar instruction works best[?]"(p. 77).
In retrospect, the standard grammar instruction by tradition was captured in essence by what came to be known as the PPP model (Figure 1 ). In this framework, lessons would usually begin with presentation, which took the form of a grammar explanation, followed by practice through exercises, until learners produce accurate answers.
Production in turn was meant for making the learners use the second language fluently. In other words, this paradigm works on the premise that "accuracy precedes fluency" (Thornbury, 1999, p. 28 On top of this incompatibility, VanPatten (1996) sentence-level production test. On the other hand, the TI group did so only on the production test, whereas the control group did not make any gain at all.
With reference to the research questions, the researchers inferred First, altering the way learners process input can alter their developing systems. The processing group showed evidence of this on both interpretation and production tests. Second, the effects of PI are not limited to processing but also showed up on production measures. Finally, the effects of PI are different from those of TI. With PI, learners get two for one. By being pushed to process form and meaning simultaneously, they not only became able to process better but could also access their newfound knowledge to produce a structure they never produced during the treatment phase. The traditional group made gains only on production and did not make gains in the ability to correctly process form and meaning in the input.
The researchers took these latter results to mean that the TI group learned to do a task, whereas the PI group experienced a change in their underlying knowledge that allowed them to perform on different kinds of tasks. They concluded that instruction was directed at intervening in the learners' processing strategies should have a significant impact on the learners' developing system (VanPatten,
2002, pp. 771-772).
Meanwhile, the foregoing initial study, with its The results showed that all the groups performed well on the interpretation task and the production task with no significant difference between and among them. They concluded that "neither explicit information nor explicit feedback seemed to be crucial for a change in performance; practice in decoding structured input… alone seems to be sufficient" (p. 787).
Similarly, Benati (2004) validated the crucial or more important role for the structured input activities of PI than the one for explicit information. In his study using the future tense in Italian, the PI group and the structured-input-only group showed significant improvement much more than the explicit-information-only group on the pretest and posttest and on the interpretation and production tasks.
In an attempt to measure the extent of the relative effects of PI to the discourse level (since VanPatten and Cadierno He also inferred that these structured input activities could be used to help Filipino learners of ESL to focus on formmeaning connection in L2 grammar instruction. Thus, the present study is a further experimental inquiry into the relative effect(s) of PI, in which structured input activities is a major essential component. This academic endeavor was launched in tandem with his able colleague who is also into university teaching.
Method

Participants
Eighty (80) 
Target Structure
The present perfect aspect in English was chosen as the morpho-syntactic item for instruction given to the subjects of the study. This aspect is particularly problematic among
Filipino learners of English, even at the tertiary/university level. The subjects were assumed to have not assimilated such L2 grammar structure in their developing system, as evidenced in their teachers' formative and summative assessments, common observation of the language output of the students, and the results of a standardized multiple-choice grammar-structure test administered to the students prior to the instructional treatment. The grammar test likewise revealed that the present perfect ranked first among the most number of errors made by the students. Incidentally, the same structure was part of the lessons in the course they were attending.
Of the usual four (4) 
Research Design
The pretest-posttest design was employed in the present study. Both the experimental group and the control group undertook the same pretest and post-test, except that the experimental group was taught the present perfect utilizing Processing Instruction. The control group, on the other hand, received the same lesson following the usual teaching procedure: presentation of the target structure via lecture, practice using the grammatical form and function through worksheets, and production of written output in expository form applying the same structure. The pretesting, which likewise purposively determined the equality of baseline knowledge of both groups, was done one (1) week before the instructional treatment. The posttest (immediate) was administered to the same groups two performances.
Instructional Procedure
For the experimental group, their instruction was designed and implemented based on the three (3) basic features or key components of PI (VanPatten, 1996; VanPatten, 2002) .
First, the teacher conducted in class a lecture on the structure of the present perfect (i.e., has/have + past participle form of the verb) and its corresponding meaning (i.e., a situation that began in the past at a prior point in time and continues into the present).
Next, the teacher made the students aware of certain strategies that they had to be cautious about when presented with the target structure. To optimize their learning of the form and meaning of the present perfect, they were reminded not to rely on time markers expressed usually in the adverbials of sentences. Such strategy would tend to defeat the purpose of leading the students to make "form-meaning" connections. Instead they should pay attention to the verb form that carries the aspectual meaning of a given sentence. For example, in the sentence The University has produced luminaries in the arts and sciences for four centuries now, they had to take their cue from the present perfect structure itself (i.e., "has produced") for grasping that the action was ongoing or has relevance to the present time, and not from the time writing that required the use of the same structure.
Testing Instruments and Scoring
A pre-test and a post-test, which were identical in format and number, were prepared for the study. Each consisted of interpretation tasks in which the students had to underline the present perfect form in a given expository text to test their receptive knowledge of the target structure. For another part, a grammaticality judgment component of the test was given, for them to determine whether the sentences were morphologically and syntactically correct;
if not, they had to revise the verb forms to correct the sentences. Moreover, the students were also made to engage in production tasks, such as supplying the correct verb forms of sentences, generating original sentences using the present perfect, and writing a short-essay about their personal experience at the University, in which they should be able to employ the present perfect aspect in at least three (3) sentences in their composition. These tasks aimed at assessing their ability in the actual use of the structure as well. It should be noted that the test items varied from discrete-point to discourse-level types, which RESEARCH PAPERS also mirrored the structures input activities attempt at "moving from sentence to connected discourse." The simple past tense was also incorporated in several items of the test to serve as distractors.
Every correct response to each item in the interpretation tasks was accorded one (1) point. For the production tasks, every correct use of the present perfect in the written discourse earned one point as well. There were 10 points for the interpretation tasks and 20 points for the production tasks.
Results and Discussion
Paired-Samples T Test was employed in the interpretation of the TI and PI groups' scores to determine answers to the first research question: Do PI and traditional, output-based instruction have any effect(s) on the interpretation and production of English present perfect of Filipino college students? Table 1 presents the differences of scores of four paired tests for the TI group: pre-interpretation and post interpretation; pre-interpretation and delayed interpretation; pre-production and post production; and, pre-production and delayed production. Results revealed that at 5% level of significance, there are considerable differences in the mean performance of the respondents from pre-production to post production at .000 p value and from pre-production to delayed production tests at 0.000 p value. These figures indicate that the TI group's post production and delayed production test scores are significantly higher than their pre-production scores. In other words, the TI intervention resulted in improved positive scores on the students' post production and delayed production tests.
Results of the paired-samples 't' test results for the PI group ( Moreover, the group improved its post production score of 17.5000 and delayed production mean score of 17.5250 from 13.1750 pre-production test.
The results for the first research query then are as follows: (a) on the interpretation task, only the PI group made significant gains in the delayed interpretation test, and (b) on the production task, both groups yielded statistically favorable gains on the post production and delayed production tests.
The next research question set out was, "Does PI bring about better performance of the students in learning the said grammatical item, as compared with that of the more traditional, output-based grammar instruction?" To answer this question, independent samples 't' test was utilized to compare the performance of the two groups.
Results of the independent t test for the TI and PI groups in the pre-interpretation and pre-production test yielded no significant differences at p value = .940 and p value = .668, respectively (Table 3 ). These figures indicate that there is no difference between the groups before instruction and thus, establish homogeneity of the two groups in this study.
Moreover, the 't' test for equality of means show the following statistically significant findings: p value = .037 for the delayed interpretation, p value = .000 for the post production and p value= .000 for the delayed production.
These values show statistically relevant differences in the scores of the TI and PI groups; that is, the PI group posted higher scores in those three tests.
The second research question which delves into the comparability of the performance of the two groups yield the following answers: on interpretation task, PI outperformed the control group in the delayed interpretation test (p = .037); whereas, on the production task, the PI group posted more superior results over the TI both in the post production (p = 0.000) and delayed production tests (p = 0.000).
In light of these results, it appears that PI has significant effects on students' learning of the English present perfect aspect. In particular, input processing, being the core of PI, seems to reinforce the linguistic knowledge of the students via retention of that input in their developing system.
Similarly, the results of this study validated further the initial findings obtained by VanPatten & Cadierno (1993a) and Cadierno (1995) where the PI group outperformed its traditional counterpart on interpretation, and both groups made significant gains in the production task.
Conclusion
The present study explored the effects of traditional, outputbased and processing instruction methods in teaching the English present perfect aspect. Based on the results presented above, both the TI and PI have positive effects on improving the production performances of the groups as shown in the significant gains of the learners post production (p value = .000) and delayed production (p value = .000). Moreover, only the PI group yielded better performance on their delayed interpretation task at p value = .005.
Furthermore, it appears that PI yielded more significant gains on the improvement of the present perfect aspect of the students. This is revealed by the statistically relevant differences in scores showing the superiority of PI over TI in delayed interpretation (p = .037), post production (p= 0.000) and delayed production (p = .000) tasks. 
